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Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 
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Hon. Commissioner 

of Patents and Trademarks 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Dear Sir: 

In response to the office action dated June 13, 2006, the 
applicant requests review of the legal and factual basis of the 
final rejection in the above-identified patent application. This 
review being requested because of clear errors in the examiner's 
rejections and the examiner's omission of essential elements need 
for a prima facie rejection. This request is accompanied by a 
Notice of Appeal submitted concurrently herewith. 
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REMARKS 

Claims 17-29 are pending where Claim 17 is independent. In 
the final office action, the examiner rejected all of the claims on 
the basis of the identical rejections as in the previous office 
actions dated June 24, 2005 and December 22, 2005. The most recent 
listing of claims is provided in the applicant's response dated 
March 21, 2006. 

In response to the office action dated October 19, 2004, the 
applicant has added the feature "the steps of displaying and 
selecting main systems and sub- systems can be repeated in a back 
and force manner" to Claim 17 and explained the difference of this 
feature from the cited references at page 11 in the response dated 
March 21, 2005. Notwithstanding this response, the office action 
dated June 24, 2005 repeats the previous rejection with no 
substantive changes in the explanation of the rejection. The 
examiner failed to show any prima facie evidence that supports the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). In fact, none of the cited 
references show distinction between the main system screen and the 
sub- system screen let alone switching between the two. 

In response to the office action dated June 24, 2 005, the 
applicant has added the feature "images of two or more different 
main systems and two or more different sub-systems are displayed 
during the steps" to Claim 17 and explained the difference from the 
prior art at pages 7 and 8 in the response dated August 24, 20 05. 
Notwithstanding this response, the office action dated December 22, 
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2 005 repeats the previous rejection with no substantive changes in 
the explanation of the rejection. The examiner ignored this newly 
added feature to Claim 17. The examiner failed to show any prima 
facie evidence that supports the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) . 
In fact, none of the cited references show distinction between the 
main system screen and the sub-system screen let alone the images 
of two or more different main systems and different sub-systems. 

In response to the office action dated December 22, 2005, the 
applicant has added the feature "information as to whether a 
special kit is required or not for a particular component is 
displayed based on the fitment with the customer's vehicle" and 
another feature "notifying the customer when a combination of 
components resulted from a selection of component made by the user 
is incurable" to Claim 17 in the response dated March 21, 2006. 
The applicant has explained the difference of this feature from the 
prior art at pages 7-9 in the response. Notwithstanding this 
response, the office action dated June 13, 2006 repeats the 
previous rejection with no substantive changes in the explanation 
of the rejection. The examiner ignored the newly added features to 
Claim 17. The examiner failed to show any prima facie evidence 
that support the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). None of the 
cited references show the idea of providing the information as to 
whether a special kit is required. None of the cited references 
show the idea of notifying the customer when a combination of 
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components resulted from a selection of component made by the user 
is incurable. 

In conclusion, in view of the arguments presented in the 
responses dated March 21, 2005, August 24, 2005 and March 21, 2006, 
and the supplemental arguments presented herein, the applicant 
submits that the office actions fails to set forth prima facie 
rejections for the claims of the present invention. Accordingly, 
the applicant respectfully request a finding that the application 
is allowed on the existing claims. 



Respectfully submitted, 



MURAMATSU & ASSOCIATES 




Registration No. 38,684 
Attorney of Record 
114 Pacifica, Suite 310 
Irvine, CA 92618 
(949) 753-1127 
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